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that a product, insufficiently evaporated apples, had been substituted for
, evaporated apples, which the article purported to be. :

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement “ HEvaporated
Apples ”, borne on the boxes, was false and misleading, and for the further
reason that the article was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead
the purchaser, since the product was not evaporated apples but consisted of
ipsufficiently evaporated apples, namely, a product containing excessive water.
Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the article was offered for
sale under the distinctive name of another article, evaporated apples.

On March 17, 1933, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the information,
and the court imposed a fine of $25.

R. G. TueweLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20756. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. S. v. Joseph Kenneth
Martin (Lortin Farms Creamery). Plea of guilty. Fine, 850.
(F. & D. no. 290422. Sample no. 5513—-A.)

This case was based on a shipment of butter that was deficient in milk fat
and short weight.

On February 4, 1933, the United States attorney for the ‘Western District
of Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States an information against J oseph Kenneth
Martin, trading as the Lortin Farms Creamery, East Saugatuck, Mich., alleging
shipment by said defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act as
amended, on or about May 9, 1932, from the State of Michigan into the State
of Illinois, of a quantity of butter that was adulterated and misbranded. The
article was labeled in part: “ Lortin Farms Pure Creamery Butter East Sauga-
tuck, Michigan one pound net weight.” '

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that

a product containing less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been sub-
stituted for butter, a product which should contain not less than 80 percent by
weight of milk fat as prescribed by the act of Congress of March 4, 1923, which
the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements, “ Butter * * *
one pound net weight ”, borne on the label, were false and misleading, and for
the further reason that the article was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive
and mislead the purchaser, since the article was not butter as defined by law,
and the packages contained less than 1 pound net weight. Misbranding was
alleged for the further reason that the article was food in package form and
the quantity of the contents was npt plainly and conspicuously marked on the
outside of the package.

On March 4, 1933, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the information,
and the court imposed a fine of $50.

R. G. TueweELL, Acling Secretary of Agriculiure.

20757. Adulteration of oysters. U. S. v. Walter V. Wentworth and Ray-
mond T. Wentworth (0. E. Wentworth & Co.). Plea of guilty.
E_l)gi{gez,)sao and costs. (F. & D. no. 29419. 1. S. nos. 50046, 50831,

This case was based on interstate shipments of oysters that contained
excessive water.

On March 13, 1933, the United States attorney for the District of Maryland,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United States an information against Walter V. Wentworth and
Raymond T. Wentworth, copartners, trading as O. E. Wentworth & Co., Balti-
more, Md., alleging shipment by said defendants, in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act, on or about February 17, 1932, from the State of Maryland into
the States of Ohio and Michigan, of quantities of oysters that were adulterated.
The article was labeled in part: “Oysters * * * Packed by O. E. Went-
worth & Co., Baltimore, Md.”

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that
excessive water had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce and
lower and injuriously affect its quality and strength, and had been substituted
in part for oysters, which the article purported to be. Adulteration was alleged
for the further reason that a valuable constituent of the article, oyster solids.
. had been in part abstracted. : :
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On March 14, 1933, defendant Walter V. Wentworth appeared and entered
a plea of guilty to the information, and the court imposed a fine of $30 and
costs.

R. G. TuewELL, Acting Secretary of Agricullure.

20788. Misbranding of strawberry jelly. U. S. v. Hunt Bros. Packing Co.
Plea of nole contemndere. Fine, $25 a.nd costs. (F. & D. no. 29377.
I. 8. no. 12784.)

This case was based on an interstate shipment of a product, labeled straw-
berry jelly, which was found upon examination to consist of a strawberry
pectin jelly, deficient in fruit juice. The statement on the label, * Pectin
Added ”, did not appear in connection with the name and did not apprise the
purchaser of the deficiency in fruit juice.

At the February 1933 term of the United States District Court for the
Western District of Washington, the United States attorney filed an informa-
tion against the Hunt Bros. Packing Co., a corporation trading at Puyallup,
Wash., alleging shipment by said company on or about October 17, 1931, from
the State of Washington into the State of Louisiana of a quantity of strawberry
jelly that was misbranded in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article
was labeled in part: “Hunt's Supreme Quality Strawberry Jelly, Hunt
Brothers Packing Co. * * * San Francisco, Cal. * * #* DPectin Added.”

It was alleged in the information that the article was misbranded in that the
statement “ Supreme Quality Strawberry Jelly ”, borne on the label, was false
and misleading, and for the further reason that the article was labeled as
aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser since it was not supreme
quality strawberry jelly but was a strawberry pectin jelly deficient in straw-
berry substance. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the
article was strawberry pectin jelly and was offered for sale under the distinctive
name of another article.

On February 18, 1933, a plea of nolo contendere was entered on behalf of the
defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $25 and costs.

— R. G. TuewsrL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20759. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. §. v. Watervliet Co- *
operative Creamery Association. Plea of guilty. Fine, $50. (F. &

D. no. 29429, Sample no. 4153—A.)

This case was based on an interstate shipment of butter, samples of which
were found to contain less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat, the standard
for butter prescribed by Congress.

On March 14, 1933, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States an information against the Watervliet
Cooperative Creamery Association, a corporation, Watervliet, Mich., alleging
shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about
May 10, 1932, from the State of Michigan into the State of Illinois, of a quantity
of butter that was adulterated and misbranded. The article was labeled in
part: ‘“ HEverbest Sweet Cream Butter Hollister’s Everbest Creamery Butter
* * * DPelivered to your Dealer Creamery Fresh by John Sander, Inc.
* * * (hicago, I11.” )

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that a
product which contained less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been
substituted for butter, a product which should contain not less than 80 percent
of milk fat as prescribed by the act of March 4, 1923.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement “ Butter ”’, borne
on the label, was false and misleading, and for the further reason that the
article was labeled butter so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser, smce it
was not butter as defined by law.

On March 20, 1933, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $50.

R. G. TuewEeLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20760. Adulteration of butter. U. S. v. Alfred Sjoberg- (Bridgewater Cream-

ggg*&_(}o).). Plea of guilty. Fine, $25. (F. & D. no. 29446, Sample no.

This case was based on an interstate shipment of butter, samples of which
were found to contain less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat.

On March 1, 1933, the United States attornmey for the District of South

Dakota, actmg upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture. filed in the



